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Call to order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. Dr. O'Brien advised that this 
was a special meeting of Senate to resume last week's debate on the 
organization of Arts and Science. 


Organization of Arts and Science 


Dr. O'Brien explained that documents US-77-3-Dl, US-77-3-D2, and 
US-77-3-D4 were further positions presented by various groups within the 
University which are forwarded to the attention of Senate; document 
US-77-3-D3 was some proposed resolutions from the Steering Committee; 
document US-77-3-D7 was, in a sense, the final chapter of the Deans' 
Report (DOC-US-77-2-Dl) ; and documents US-77-3-D5 and US-77-3-D6 
were documents relating to the financing of the proposal. He advised that he 
would first ask Dean Breen to present document US-77-3-D7 so that it is 
formally on record, following which the Steering Committee proposes that 
Senate undertake three main segments of discussion this afternoon. 


The first was resolution 1 in document US-77-3-D3 which was a general 
resolution which Steering Committee was bringing forward ' in order to see 
if there was a consensus in Senate at this level of generality and it is 
presented with the understanding that more detailed resolutions will follow. 
The second was resolution 2 in document US-77-3-D3 which was a detailed 
resolution specifically dealing with "colleges" which is being put forward 
for discussion and around which Steering Committee believes that the 
nature of "colleges" can be clarified. Dr. O'Brien pointed out that resolution 
1 (DOC-US-77-3-D3) is a more general variation of the resolution which 
the Deans tabled as a suggestion at the last meeting and which Steering 
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77-3-4 


77-3-5 


Committee has presented in this form in the light of the discussion which 
took place. Resolution 2 (DOC-US-77-3-D3) is in fact based on an earlier 
version of the fourth resolution in the document to be presented by Dean 
Breen (DOC-US-77-3-D7). 


Finally, the Steering Committee proposes that the latter part of the meeting 
should be devoted to examining the information which is now available on 
the financial implications of the proposal. 


Enabling Resolutions - Report of the Academic Deans on the Organization 
of Arts and Science 


In presenting the Enabling Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7), Dean Breen 
explained that on November 5, 1976, Senate mandated the Committee of 
Academic Deans to perform what many people, not only within Concordia 
but more particularly at other Universities, considered to be an almost 
impossible task, that is, to come up with a solution to the dilemma of the 
reorganization of the structure of the University and have a report in by 
February 1977. On behalf of the Deans he thanked all those who had taken 
the trouble to indicate whatever reservations they had concerning the general 
thrust of the Deans' Report as outlined in the second Interim Report which 
was presented to Senate on January 25, 1977. He advised that the Report of 
the Deans was presented to Senate on February 25, 1977, did not include the 
Enabling Resolutions, because it took all the available time and took a 
tremendous effort on the part of the Deans to produce the body of the report 
in time for the February 25, 1977 meeting of Senate. As far as the Enabling 
Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7) are concerned, Dean Breen advised that 
this constitutes the fulfillment of the mandate given to the Academic Deans 
by Senate. Appointment 


A round of applause followed an announcement by Dr. O'Brien that Dr. M. 
Despland has been appointed a member of the Quebec Council of 
Universities. 


Organization of Arts and Science (Cont'd) 


Concerning resolution 1 (DOC-US-77-3-D3), Dr. O'Brien advised that 
Steering Committee had the impression, following the debate at the last 
Senate meeting, that the content of this resolution might be approved by 
Senate this week, with the understanding that it is obviously very general 
and that there are many details about which there are differences of opinion 
and which lack clarity. Discussion would certainly have to continue at a 
more detailed level. Nonetheless, it would be worth trying out, at this level 
of generalization, the proposition that Senate believes that these items a), b), 
and c) (DOC-US-77-3-D3) will be, regardless of the details yet to be 
worked out, a part of the organization of Arts and Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN BERCZI, 
TEAT SENATE RESOLVE ITSELF INTO A" COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE." 
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Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the effect of the motion is essentially to prevent 
the proposal of amendments or to prevent any formal vote being called on 
the motion as long as we are in the "Committee of the Whole." The purpose 
is to ensure that a discussion can take place without it being suddenly 
pushed to the point of the proposal of amendments or to a vote. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED 


CO MMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


It was reported that at a meeting of the Fine Arts Faculty Council the 
members felt that these decisions were proceeding at too quick a pace and 
they would prefer that proposals not be adopted at this meeting but that there 
be a delay for more careful consideration. In particular, it was questioned 
whether the innovations of the Deans' proposals could not be made within 
the existing structures. The motions from the Fine Arts Faculty Council 
were circulated (DOC-US-77-3-D9). 


During the discussion, it was argued that there were some important and 
necessary stipulations that have to be tied into a system of "colleges." These 
include the idea that "colleges" must be able to provide programmes in a 
majority of departments or disciplines, if not all; that the "colleges" must 
have a dominant role in any Arts and Science Faculty Council, more 
dominant than the departments; that they need to have a faculty member 
from virtually every department in which the offer programmes; that there 
must be appropriate awards and incentives for involvement in "colleges"; 
that every student has to be attached to a "college"; that there needs to be a 
strong understanding of the purpose of any particular "college" by all 
administrators faculty and staff attached to that "college"; and that we need 
an organization within each "college" that allows individuals who do not 
represent organizational units to provide input into the structures leading to 
decision making. 


Dr. O'Brien stressed again that the question involved in resolution | 
(DOC-US-77-3-D3) is whether Senate believes at this point that the 
characteristics of the organization of Arts and Science should involve a), b), 
and c), without going beyond that to the level of detail. It was suggested 
that a "straw vote" be taken on resolution 1 (DOCUS-77-3-D3). 


It was also suggested that the motion be divided, leaving out item c). 
However, it was explained that the thrust of presenting the motion was to 
see if there was agreement on the package 


A straw vote was taken on resolution 1 (DOC-US-77-3-D3) and was 
carried. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT SENATE MOVE OUT OF "COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE". 


- MOTION NOT CARRIED - 
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It was suggested that resolution 1 a) (DOC-US-77-4~DQ be amended to 
include "with legislative academic authority vested in an Arts and Science 
Faculty Council." 


Senate was advised that a recent poll undertaken by the L.E.S.A. revealed 
that out of 393 students contacted, 319 students favored "colleges." 


Support was again voiced for moving out of the "Committee of the Whole", 
it being argued that considering the numerous recent Senate meetings and 
the straw vote which was taken earlier, there was a consensus on items A), 
b) and c) of resolution 1 (DOC-US-77-3-D3). 


it was argued that the inclusion of item c) at this point was entirely 
meaningless if we are not going to debate "colleges" in detail. Once we have 
established a Faculty of Arts and Science with a Council and to say that the 
inclusion of item c) is so open-ended or ambiguous that the spirit of the 
motion would be met even if a "college" were not established until 1999, 
means that there is no point in discussing it now and it is meaningless to 
include it with the motion. 


It was pointed out that the straw vote indicated that seventy to eighty percent 
of the Senate was in favor of resolution 1, and it was argued that surely we 
cannot continue to debate this until we reach an unanimous vote. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HOGBEN, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE, 
THAT SENATE MOVE OUT OF THE "COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE." 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Prof. Swamy asked that his abstention be recorded. 


Regular Session (Cont'd) 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT RESOLUTION 1 (DOC-US-77-3-D3) BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that it was clear to the members of the Steering 
Committee that the motion was being moved in the light of the Deans' 
document and that it was being presented with the idea that the motion was 
not capable of division. If anyone amends that c) be removed, that would 
not be an amendment to the motion but rather a vote against the motion. 
Also, the motion is conceived of as a minimal statement of the essence of 
the Deans' proposals. It was argued that a time factor should be added to the 
resolution, especially to items a) and b). 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that a number of other motions must follow and 
that at this meeting the Steering Committee would like to see the acceptance 
of resolution 1 followed by a discussion of the "colleges" so that they can 
be clearly understood. He suggested that for the next meeting of Senate 
there will be other resolutions brought forward and if the nature of the 


"colleges" can be clarified today, Senate must then turn to the questions of 
time-table and implementation. 


Senate was advised that the S.G.W. Department of Religion passed a 
resolution that they are not convinced of the merits of having two 
Vice-Rectors Academic (DOC-US-77-3-D8). It was suggested that this 
might be presented as a possible resolution at the appropriate time. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED 
BY MR. HORGAN, THAT RESOLUTION 1 a) (DOC-US-77-3-D3) 
INCLUDE THE WORDS "WITH THE LEGISLATIVE ACADEMIC 
AUTHORITY VESTED IN AN ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY 
COUNCIL. 


Following discussion on the amendment it was agreed by the mover and 
seconder that the amendment be changed to read "WITH A SINGLE 
FACULTY COUNCIL". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AS CHANGED AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


A suggested amendment to resolution 1, a) and b) concerning the effective 
dates for implementation was not seconded. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. DESPLAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. OSMAN, THAT RESOLUTION 1 b) (DOC-US-77-3-D3) BE 
DELETED. 


It was argued that the intent of the motion was that the three items (a), b) 
and c)) be presented as a single unit. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER THAT SENATE MOVED INTO A "COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE" 


- MOTION NOT CARRIED - 

Dr. O'Brien explained that resolution 1 a), b) and c) was brought forward 
as an attempt to present a minimum package in which all the items of the 
package were to either be taken or the whole package rejected. 


ME CHAIR RULED AGAINST THE AMENDMENT. 


THE RULING OF THE CHAIR WAS CHALLENGED AND AS A 
RESULT OF THE VOTE, THE. RULING WAS UPHELD. 


THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY MR. HORGAN, 
THAT SENATE MOVE INTO A "COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE" TO 
DISCUSS RESOLUTION 2 (DOC-US-77-3-D3). 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Committee of the Whole 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the purpose of resolution 2 (DOC-US-77-3-D3) 
was to allow a clarification of the nature of the "college" by looking at and 
discussing this under a number of headings which are in fact headings as 
proposed in the Deans' document. He suggested that Senate deal with this 
in the order in which the various characteristics appear in the document 
(US-77-3-D3) so that the discussion will be properly focused. Concerning 
item a) it was suggested that it be reworded "that each college might be 
headed by a Principal and might have between 10 and 20 Fellows." 


It was suggested that the objective of the rewording would be achieved by 
simply inserting the word "normally." It was wondered whether the 
intention was that the Principal has to be at the level of a Dean or was it 
something more honourary with certain authority but not necessarily at the 
level of a Dean. It was stated that the Principal would obviously not have 
the same authority as a Dean but he would have the same honourary 
position. 


It was argued that the wording of item d) should be softened, the feeling 
being expressed that there is not a 100% support for the "colleges" precisely 
because this has been put forward in too rigid a fashion. It was pointed out 
that we have a good Student Recruitment Office at Concordia and we should 
not interfere with that. Also, we do not want the "colleges" competing with 
each other which is precisely what will happen if we give them complete 
control of recruitment. Item d) should be amended to say that "colleges" 
shall have some responsibility in the area of student recruitment. 


It was pointed out that the Deans were recommending in the Enabling 
Resolutions that "each college play a major role in student recruitment, 
counselling and registration." It was also understood that in item 2 a) the 
Fellows would be drawn from among the faculty members in Arts and 
Science. 


Concern was expressed over the possibility that there may not be any 
rewards or incentives for a faculty member to become a Fellow and it was 
suggested that 2 a) be amended to include "appropriate awards and 
incentives shall be provided for faculty involvement in "colleges." It was 
argued, however, that this really related to the contractual procedures in Arts 
and Science to which the University has not yet addressed itself. 


It was suggested that the word "unique" should be placed before "theme" in 
2b). 


It was stated that it was not clear in the documents how the "colleges and 
departments interact in setting up programmes and it was wondered what 
would happen if no "college" wants to set up a particular programme. 


Dean Breen advised that this was covered under 1 b) of the Enabling 
Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7) and he explained that in the Deans' 
understanding there would always be at least one "college" which would 
have all of the programmes which presently exist leading to a B.A. or B.Sc. 
degree but that these programmes would be put in a particular context. it 
was not envisaged that there would be no "college" which could find a 
home for any of the existing programmes. It was also conceivable that there 
could be one "college" which could consist of more than 800 students. 


It was argued that there was inconsistency between what was being said and 
what was in the Enabling Resolutions (DOC-US-77-3-D7) in that there is 
no such thing as a University "college" or a "college" with more than 800 
students, and if we accept that we may be defeating the whole concept of 
"college." 


It was stated that the situation was becoming increasingly confused and the 
confusion stems in large part from attempts in the Deans' document to 
satisfy everyone, but increasingly very few are being satisfied. We are told 
at various times that "colleges" will work because people have had 
satisfying experiences at Colleges in Toronto or Oxford. These Colleges of 
course bear no relationships whatsoever to the "colleges" which we are now 
discussing; they are residential Colleges and are not thematic in any sense. 


It was stated that the point at issue is "colleges" that are based on functions, 
themes, or philosophies of education and it was argued that catch-all 
"colleges" do not meet those criteria. A model of a "college" like the 
"college" that would prepare students for careers in government service, law 
and journalism, seems to be a "college" that has neither function, theme, nor 
philosophy of education. The suggestion that there be a "college" of 
honours students, whatever difficulties that might have, would meet the 
criteria of function and philosophy of education more exactly than some of 
the "colleges" that have been proposed. 


Again it was wondered what happens if no "college" finds it integral to its 
philosophy of education that there be a specialized programme, honours or 
major, in Bio-Chemistry or some other discipline. Or, what happens if the 
only "college" or "colleges" that want honours in BioChemistry happen to 
want it within a theme or philosophy of education that perhaps mitigates 
against the disinterested investigation of the phenomenal world. The answer 
to this is that we will have "colleges" so broad and so large and of such a 
catch-all nature that of course we can have our honours programme in 
Bio-Chemistry. We then no longer have a "college" in any sense as 
described in the document because it does not have a function, theme or 
philosophy of education. 


There is also the question of the relationship between the departments and 
the "colleges" and we have heard arguments back and forth about which 


kind of system fosters undergraduate education, which kind sacrifices that 
education for the prestige of graduate education, which kind enhances the 
teaching vocation, etc. It was argued that these arguments are spurious and 
that all of those functions are well or ill served no matter what the structure 
iS. 


The real battle that is going to be fought out in the coming years, if the 
"colleges" are implemented in this present vague form, will be the question 
of electives. This is going to threaten the integrity of departments and 
disciplines, or if not, the "colleges" are going to be so loose, vague, and 
incoherent as not to be "colleges" as envisioned in the original sense at all. 


It was stated that a question not yet answered is whether the departments 
will in fact have to present ten different majors, all covering the same basic 
topics but in ten different ways, or will there be one major or honours 
programme with the "colleges" adding the electives. 


Dean Breen advised that for the student who wished to have a B.Sc. degree 
with a major or honours in Physics, for example, it will be the Physics 
department that will have the final say in that discipline component of the 
degree. He emphasized that in the case of two honours programmes in 
Physics offered through two different "colleges", it was quite possible 
for-the department to determine that the honours component in each 
programme need not necessarily be the same. He explained that although the 
final decision rests with the department to determine what is required to get 
the degree in that "discipline", it is quite possible that certain modifications 
could come about as a consequence of a dialogue between the department 
and the "colleges". 


Concern was expressed over flexibility; who would decide whether or not 
credit would be granted for versions of the same course taught in different 
ways according to the philosophies of education of different "colleges" if a 
student decides to change from one "college" to another. 


It was pointed out that under section 3.2.1.5. in document US-77-2-Dl 
three possible honours degrees are outlined in different "colleges" with each 
degree at a different level. It was wondered what happens to a student who 
does not meet the requirements of the programme in which he is registered 
but does meet the requirements of one of the other "colleges" honours 
programme. Will the student have the option to transfer to that other 
"college"? 


With respect to the question of every student having to register in a 
"college" and the concept of a catch-all "college," it was argued that we 
should support that concept as a matter of principle in that if we are going to 
go with the idea of "colleges," we should go all the way. If we do not 
establish a catch-all "college" there will be a tendency to go the other way, 
that is, to make "colleges" second class institutions within- the University. 


71-4-9 


It was suggested that a straw vote be taken on the issue of whether or not all 
students must register in a "college," but the feeling was expressed that at 
this point most people did not want to commit themselves on that issue. 


It was stated that on the one hand there seemed to be agreement that we need 
to implant the notion of colleges and on the other hand, there is the idea that 
programmes as they exist now should still continue to be offered in some 
form. It was argued that to achieve both of these goals it is necessary in the 
beginning to require every student to enter what we can loosely define as a 
"college" even though there might be one "college" that does nothing more 
than offer what we have now. 


It was suggested that before we discuss whether or not all students should 
register in a "college" we need to have a much clearer understanding of what 
it is to register, what it will mean to belong to a "college" and what is meant 
by a catch-all "college." The issue is too abstract to try and resolve the issue 
further at this time. 


Dean Campbell advised that if Senate moved towards a variant on the 
Deans' proposal that did not require the registration of students universally 
in the "colleges," Senate would in fact be moving very close to existing 
models at the University of Western Ontario and the University of 
Waterloo. While it is a model that will work, it is also a model that has very 
serious risks in it in any period of declining enrolment because it sets up a 
new type of tension and destructive competition between the "colleges" and 
the departments. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was clear to him that we were not going to finish 
the debate today and this seemed to be the logical breaking point in the 
discussion. He suggested that Senate should now be presented with the 
financial information that is available which Senate should have an 
opportunity to reflect upon before the next meeting. 


Financial Information 


Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, presented and 
explained the financial analysis and the assumptions on which they were 
based in two documents, one on the Restructuring Of Arts and Science 
(DOCUS-77-3-D5) and the other on the Costing of Colleges 
(DOC-US-77-3-D6), based on a hypothetical college. Concerning document 
US-77-3-D6 on the Costing of Colleges he advised that his office could not 
find sufficient information in the available documentation upon which to 
hang an accurate cost picture of the "colleges", and he was pleased to note 
that the simple confusion about the definition of "colleges" existed in 
Senate. At first his office felt that they were simply a bit vague and that 
everyone else knew what was going on with respect to the "college" 
concept. To counteract this a hypothetical college was developed and an 
attempt was made to put into this college the ingredients that could be seen 
in the Deans' model that have direct costs. Concerning Library facilities for 
the Dean Campbell explained that the Deans' anticipation was that ordinarily 
these would be low cost units and that professors and students would 


contribute books of their own and books would be contributed from other 
sources. In this way a small collection would be built up for the 
convenience of students on a day-to-day basis around the activities unique 
to that "college." 


It was emphasized that a key point was that we could not afford to take 
resources away from the central Library which was already strapped. With 
respect to space for the "colleges," Dean Breen cited the Thomas More 
Institute as an example, which after twenty-five years of existence occupies 
two apartments in a building on Drummond Street with a specialized library 
in one room in one of these apartments. The College Advisory Boards will 
provide a link with the community and provide an opportunity even for the 
development of space, a source of money to acquire this space. He urged 
Senators to distinguish between what was absolutely essential and what 
would be nice to have as things develop. Dean Berczi stated that with 
respect to the Costing of Colleges (DOCUS-77-3-D6) the figures are 
reasonable if they are based on the premise that we are starting a brand new 
system without benefit of existing resources. He emphasized, however, that 
this is not what the Deans were proposing and Senate should be considering 
the differential Costing which would be quite different from the-figures that 
have been tabled. 


It was argued that basically on the Loyola Campus the number of people fit 
the existing space while on the Sir George Williams Campus there is a 
tremendous space deficit. This deficit is in offices, lounges, library and 
athletics. The only way that a "college" could be put on the Sir George 
William Campus would be by buying or renting space, or by giving up 
classrooms or labs. 


Dr. O'Brien emphasized that the documents US-77-3-D5 and US-77-3-D6 
are an attempt by the Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, and the 
Treasurer to provide an analysis of the cost implications. As was said at the 
beginning these are two very different documents. The first document 
(US-77-3-D5) is, so to speak, a costing of the proposed structure without 
the "colleges." It is one part of the picture of the proposal and an incomplete 
part of that picture. To complete the picture we need to know what do the 
"colleges" cost? This is where document US-77-3-D6 comes in, which is an 
approach to the question of what a "college" would cost. Here it has been 
necessary to make a list of assumptions and document US-77-3-D6 is a 
model of a "college" with the assumptions that are built into it set out. The 
cost of this "college" could be tripled by changing the assumptions and 
requiring additional things. Likewise, the cost could be reduced by 
eliminating various things. It could also be turned into a no-cost "college" 
simply be eliminating-everything. 


The question really is what is it that we mean as a "college." Document 
US-77-3-D6 is a contribution that is a first step to defining what a "college" 
could be but it has nothing like the validity of document US-77-3-D5 as a 
costing document because the presumptions may or may not be what the 
Deans had in mind. Or it may or may not be what Senate would see fit to 
consider as an appropriate "college" at Concordia. 
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Dr. O'Brien advised that given the hour it was pointless to return to the 
previous discussion on resolution 2 in document US-77-3-D3. However, 
before adjourning he wished to say a few words about the Senate meeting 
next week. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. O'Brien advised that we will need to spend another meeting in due 
course discussing the "colleges." However, he pointed out that Senate has 
decided today that "colleges" in one form or another will sooner or later be a 
part of the picture that we are dealing with, and it is important that Senate 
now turn its attention to the schedule of implementation of the changes set 
out in a), b), and c) of resolution 1 in document US-77-3-D3 which has 
been passed. Senate must take a look at a part of the proposal which has not 
yet really received any attention at the level of detail. This is the question of 
the departments and the divisions and what goes with that. He suggested 
that at its next meeting, Steering Committee should give thought to some 
resolutions that would bring those aspects of the matter before Senate at 
next week's meeting. Senate agreed to this. 


It was suggested-that a straw vote be taken on the willingness of Senate to 
proceed with the implementation of items a) and b) in resolution | 
(DOC-US-77-3-D3) by next September. A straw vote was taken which 
indicated that there was substantial agreement that items a) and b) be 
implemented by next September. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


JN/LB 


